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I represent Palmetto Utilities, Inc. ("PUI") and am in receipt of the May 1, 2013 Scheduling Notices ("Notices"}

in the above-referenced complaint proceedings.

Based upon communications between the Complainants, PUI, ORS and their respective counsel, PUI

understands that these two complaints raise the issue of whether PUI has, in its most recent billings to the
Complainants, properly calculated the number of single family equivalents ("SFEs") attributable to Complainants'

commercial service premises under the rate schedule approved by the Commission for PUI in Order No. 2011-617,
issued September 14, 2011, in Docket No. 2011-24-S. These billings reflect an increase in the number of SFEs

attributable to Complainants as a result of a commercial customer survey that was recently completed by PUI which was
the subject of the March 5, 2013, notice to Complainants that is referenced in each of the complaints.

I am writin 8 to you to request that both of these complaints be held in abeyance until the current application for
rate relief filed by PUI, which is pending before the Commission in its Docket No. 2o13-42-S, is concluded. The grounds

for this request are as follows:

1. PUI has committed to the Complainants that (a) they may continue to pay charges based upon the number
of SFEsreflected in their March invoices, which were issued prior to the recent increase in SFEs,and (b) PUI

will not seek to disconnect sewer service to them based upon any underpayment. Although PUI will
continue to bill at the rate reflected in the most recent (April} invoices, the Complainants need only pay the
amounts reflected in their prior invoices.

2. The Complainants may litigate the issues raised by their complaints in the pending PUI rate relief

proceeding, i.e., Docket No. 2013-42-S, as they are both Intervenors and parties of record.
3. In the event that the Commission determines that the number of SFEssought to be attributed to

Complainants by PUI in the April invoices is either (a) correct or (b) is some number greater than that
reflected in PUI's invoices to Complainants for March, 2013, PUI would have the right to backbill the

Complainants for the difference between the charges that they have paid PUI and the charges that they

would have paid based upon the number of SFEsdetermined by the Commission for each month during
which the Complainants pay the lesser charges.

4. The right of the Complainants to propose another rate design that does not utilize single family equivalents,
and the rights of the parties in the complaint proceedings and the pending rate case to appeal any

Commission determination regarding this matter, would be preserved such that no party would be
precluded from proposing another rate design or be finally bound until all appellate rights have been
exhausted.

I have consulted with counsel for both the Complainants and the Office of Regulatory Staff and they have

indicated their consent to the foregoing. If it is acceptable to you, I would ask that you issue a Hearing Examiner
Directive in the above-referenced cases to that effect.



Bycopyofthisemail,I amnotifyingcounselfor theOfficeorRegulatoryStaffandtheComplainantsofthese
requests.

Ifyouhaveanyquestions,or requireadditionalinformation,pleasedonothesitateto contactme.

Respectfully,
JohnM.S.Hoefer
Attorneyfor PalmettoUtilities,Inc.
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Please find attached copies of the correct scheduling notices. Thank you
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